1. In my comment (Kempen, 1995) on the original Frazier, Flores d'Arcais, and Coolen (1993; henceforth FFC) study, I pointed out that the control condition was inadequate due to the inadvertent inclusion of separable complex verbs in the sentence materials for the control condition. I gave aanhebben as an example. In her response, Frazier (1995) admits this oversight but adds that it works against the experimental prediction and therefore does not weaken the theoretical conclusions drawn from the data. She would be right if only a small proportion of the 12 control sentences suffered from this handicap. As a matter of fact, the problem resides not just in the seven control sentences with aan +hebben, but in the five remaining ones as well. The prepositions voor, om and bi] occurring in the latter sentences all form separable complex verbs with hebben, as is easily verified~ for example, by consulting a recent edition of the authoritative Van Dale Groot Woordenboek der Nederlandse Taal. I conclude there was no control condition at all.
1. In my comment (Kempen, 1995) on the original Frazier, Flores d'Arcais, and Coolen (1993; henceforth FFC) study, I pointed out that the control condition was inadequate due to the inadvertent inclusion of separable complex verbs in the sentence materials for the control condition. I gave aanhebben as an example. In her response, Frazier (1995) admits this oversight but adds that it works against the experimental prediction and therefore does not weaken the theoretical conclusions drawn from the data. She would be right if only a small proportion of the 12 control sentences suffered from this handicap. As a matter of fact, the problem resides not just in the seven control sentences with aan +hebben, but in the five remaining ones as well. The prepositions voor, om and bi] occurring in the latter sentences all form separable complex verbs with hebben, as is easily verified~ for example, by consulting a recent edition of the authoritative Van Dale Groot Woordenboek der Nederlandse Taal. I conclude there was no control condition at all.
2. In an attempt to rescue FFC's theoretical interpretation, Frazier then makes the additional assumption of a "bias in processing for a closed class interpretation of items homophonous between a closed class (e.g., auxiliary) and an open class (e.g., main verb) analysis". Hebben indeed is ambiguous between an auxiliary and a main verb, like the English verb to have. The hypothetical bias will cause the lexical processor to analyze hebben as an auxiliary. This precludes a complex verb reading with aan, voor, om, etc., and protects the perceivers against a lexical garden path in the control sentences. In support of this closed class bias, Frazier cites an experiment by Shillcock and Bard (1993) , who observed that the auxiliary would in a sentence like John said that he didn't want to do the job, but his brother would.., did not prime timber, a word semantically related to the homophonous open class item wood. However, this bias towards a closed class analysis of would~wood only obtained in a syntactic context that ruled out the presence of a noun. Context effects of this type cannot have
